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PREFACE 


After  the  May  1983  1-39  Commanders  Conference  at-  Scott 
AFB,  Illinois  several  commanders  asked  if  the  personnel 
community  could  publish  the  basic  "ground  rules"  relative  tn 
! - 39/0per ati onal  Support  Airlift  (OSA)  pilot  assignments. 
Because  the  program  of  absorbing  first  assignment  pilots  into 
the  T-39  was  a  new  program  with  few  of  the  follow-on 
assignment  policies  firmly  formulated,  a  comprehensive 
publication  at  that  point  in  time  was  not  feasible.  By  June, 
1984  the  personnel  community  had  detailed  most  of  the 
policies  governing  T-39  assignments.  An  informal  telephone 
survey  of  several  T-39/0SA  <C-12/C-21,  T-39  replacement 
aircraft)  commander  s  indicated  that  commanders  were  si  i  1  1 
interested  in  a  publication  of  basic  assignment:  policies 
relative  to  this  gr  oup  of  pilots. 

This  publication  is  a  consolidation  of  numerous 
regulations,  policies,  and  documents  which  pertain  to  rated 
ofticer  assignments.  It  is  tailored  to  specifically  address 
Operational  Suppor t  Airlift  pilot  personnel  actions. 

Ihe  pur  pose  of  this  guide  is  twofold.  First,  it  i s  au 
lustoi  ical  source  document  which  outlines  the  tremendous 
evolution  that  has  occurred  in  OSA  since  1981.  At  that  time 
the  OSA  <T-39)  force  mostly  consisted  of  experienced  attached 
pilots  who  flew  missions  on  a  part  time  basis.  Since  1901 
the  OSA  attached  pilot  force  has  dwindled  to  an  insignificant 
number  and  has  been  replaced  with  a  permanently  assigned 
t  or  r  consisting  mainly  of  "first  assignment  pilots"  recently 
qr  utnated  from  Undergr  aduate  Pilot  Training  <UF'T).  this 
do«  uii.ent  discusses  the  rationale  for  the  pilot  force 
roi. vtruton  and  provides  an  historical  written  basis  for  the 
actions  taken  in  the  OSA  pilot  conversion.  Secondly,  this 
uuide  provides  generalized  and  specific  pilot  assi gnment 
information  for  QSA  commanders.  Because  of  the  1  arge  numbers 
of  UF‘T  inputs  to  OSA  since  1981  and  the  lack  of  institutional 
practices,  the  personnel  community  established  many  new 
policies  and  assignment  guidelines  between  1981  and  1984. 
While  most  policies  are  based  of  Air  Force  personnel  r egul a 
tions,  many  are  less  formalized  and  directed  toward  the 
uniqueness  of  OSA  pilots.  Many  view  an  individual  s  comman 
der  as  the  primary  source  of  career  counselling;  hopefully 
this  document  will  make  it  easier  for  commander  s  to  provide 
that  guidance. 


One  word  of  caution —  since  the  Air  Force  personnel 
system's  primary  obligation  is  to  meet  the  needs  o-f  the  Air 
Force,  and  over  time  needs  change,  so,  too,  do  assignment 
policies  change.  While  this  guide  provides  current  infor¬ 
mation  and  gives  a  basis  for  understanding  the  assignment 
process,  it  is  always  wise  for  individuals  to  periodically 
update  their  specific  status  with  their  HQ  AFMPC  and  HQ  MAC 
resource  advisors.  Hopefully  readers  will  find  this  document 
easy  to  digest  and  more  convenient  than  extracting  date  from 
the  numerous  regulations  and  directives  which  cover  the 
subject  of  rated  officer  assignments. 

The  author  gratefully  acknowledges  Colonel  Charles  S. 
Thomas  the  375  AAW  Vice  Commander  for  sponsoring  this 
project,  and  is  extremely  appreciative  for  the  assistance 
from  Major  Joseph  Henderson,  and  Captain  Kobe-t  S.  (Ecott) 
Satre  HQ  AFMPC/R0R4  and  Captain  Mike  Daggitt  HQ  MAC/DPROA. 
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CHAPTER  ONE 


HISTORY  OF  T-39/QBA 
UPT  ABSORPTION 


BACKGROUND 

between  1977  and  1930  the  Air  Force  experienced  its  worst. 
;r,  jot  retention  problem  in  its  history.  Pilot  separation 
rates  in  the  six  to  eleven  year  group  ranged  -from  40%  to  30% 
depending  on  major  weapon  system  category.  The  Air  Force  in 
turn  increased  pilot  production  -from  1047  a  year  in  1978  to 
an  estimated  target  o-f  2000  a  year  by  1982.  (actual  19S2 
production  was  1875)  The  Air  Force  also  returned  rated 
officers  from  the  rated  supplement  to  rated  duties.  The 
supplement  stood  at  approximately  7700  rated  officers  in  1977 
and  bo'  tamed  out  at  about  1484  by  1981. 

Increased  pilot  production,  however,  created  a  great 
problem  for  the  Air  Force.  The  influx  of  large  numbers  of 
newly  trained  flyers  brought  down  experience  levels  since  the 
.lying  hour  program  was  not  increased.  The  impact  on  the 
airlift  community  meant  that  the  balance  between  copilots  and 
aircraft  commanders  would  become  tilted  in  favor  of  copilots, 
creating  a  shortage  in  aircraft  commanders.  In  short  the 
airlift  community  could  not  absorb  the  large  numbers  of  UF'Ts 
x  h ...  t  the  increases  in  pilot  production  called  for  because 
■'.here  were  insufficient  flying  hours  to  upgrade  these  new 
pilots  m  a  reasonable  time  period.  Yet  to  keep  sufficient 
aircraft  commanders  within  an  organization  and  to  still 
absorb  trie  new  pi  lots  meant  that  every  flying  unit  would 
iHzcome  overmanned.  Since  flying  hours  were  fixed,  over- 
ma.'sr  i ;  r  iQ  meant  that  the  same  number  of  hours  would  have  to  be 

f -or ed  by  more  pilots . -hence  each  pilot  would  get  fewer  hours 

and  t at e  longer  to  upgrade.  It  was  critical,  then  that 
individual  flying  units  were  maintained  somewhere  around  the 
;  ‘V*7.  mar, rung  line  to  avoid  dilution  of  flying  hours.  For 
•  '.i  new  pilot  assigned,  someone  within  the  unit  would  have 

tn  Du  reassigned.  When  gates  were  considered  (and  part  of 
-to  formula  was  to  ensure  that  all  pilots  would  be  able  to 
reet  their  gate  requirements)  the  only  pilots  available  to  be 
reassigned  were  the  experienced  flyers  that  the  units  real  1 / 
ceeded.  The  two  goals  — rebuilding  pilot  strength  and 
maintaining  pilot  experience  levels---  seemed  diametrically 


The  T— 39  offered  a  partial  solution.  It  could  serve  as  a 
safety  valve  by  absorbing  some  of  the  UPTs  designated  for 
other  airlift  aircraft  systems  and  relieve  some  of  the 
pressures  on  pilot  experience  levels  for  those  respective 
systems.  In  1980  HQ  MAC  diverted  15  UPTs  from  the  C-141  to 
the  T-39  as  an  experiment,  and  real  UPT  absorption  into  the 
T-39  was  born. 

In  March  1981  the  personnel  community  began  to  implement 
the  combined  AF/X00,  AFMPC,  and  HQ  MAC  decision  to  absorb 
UPTs  into  the  T-39.  At  that  time  the  T-39  force  consisted  of 
a  .5  crew  ratio  (about  100  pilots)  with  the  remainder  of  the 
missions  being  flown  by  attached  staff  pilots  who  general  1 y 
were  very  experienced  and  flew  on  a  part  time  basis.  To 
avoid  any  increase  in  programmed  flying  hours  the  T-39  absor¬ 
ption  plan  called  for  the  virtual  elimination  of  the  attached 
flying  force  as  more  and  more  UPTs  were  brought  into  the 
flying  units.  The  rated  management  community  set  crew  ratios 
to  accommodate  new  pilot  inputs  as  follows: 

FY  82  -  .83  RPI  1 
FY  83  -  .95  RPI  1 
FY  84  -  1.13  RPI  1 

However,  the  Air  Staff  programmed  an  entitled  crew  ratio 
for  FY  84  and  beyond  at  1.5  for  all  CONUS  T-39  units  to 
ensure  sufficient  experience  levels.  Although  the  1.5  crew 
ratio  actually  constituted  higher  manning  levels  than  100X, 
planners  determined  there  was  sufficient  flying  time  to 
support  a  reasonable  upgrade  program.  Still,  individual 
units  would  have  to  carefully  manage  the  flying  hour  program 
to  ensure  all  pilots  got  their  fair  share  of  the  flying  time. 

The  implementation  concept  was  one  of  "slow  growth"  of 
UPT  inputs  over  a  three  year  period  and  "slow  reduction"  of 
the  attached  force  at  the  same  time.  The  eventual  profile  of 
the  force  would  be  a  ratio  of  about  757.  UPT  assignees,  257. 
prior  qualified  pilot  assignees,  and  perhaps  ten  to  twenty 
attached  pilots  by  the  end  of  FY  84,  and  it  would  stabilize 
at  that  level  for  the  foreseeable  future.  AF/X00  directed 
the  following  UPT  inputs  for  the  T-39: 


FY 

81 

-  17 

FY 

84 

-  80 

FY 

82 

-  75 

FY 

85 

-  67 

FY 

83 

-  75 

FY 

86 

-  69 

Although  this  diversion  of  UPT  inputs  into  the  T-39  did 
n'-'f  eliminate  absorpti  on  problems  for  other  airlift,  tanker, 
and  bomber  systems,  it  did  provide  a  great  deal  of  relief 
from  the  pressures  of  high  absorption  levels. 


THE  03  I88UE 


MAC  saw  a  sx  de  benef  i  t  in  absorbing  UPTs  in  the  T-  39. 

Mat  on] y  did  this  absorption  relieve  experience  pressures 
from  its  C-130  and  C-141  -force,  but  it  also  was  a  cost  ~ 
i’Mpi  t  '•  means  of  producing  future  f. -5  pilots.  In  1981  MAT 
forecast  a  potential  problem  in  C-5  pilot  manning  for  the 
1 90<S  time  frame.  By  then  many  of  the  current  C-5  pi  lots 
would  be  retirement  eligible  with  many  more  becoming  so  in 
the  1987  and  19B8  period.  Compounding  that  problem  was  the 
Congressional  approval  to  purchase  50  new  C-5s  beginning  in 
1986  and  the  corresponding  need  to  increase  C-5  pilot  assets 
for-  the  planned  inventory  increase. 

MAC  s  position  on  C-5  pilot  inputs  is  that  a  pilot  must 
have  at  least  1300  hours  to  be  assigned.  The  traditional 
input  sources  were  Air  Training  Command  First  Assignment 
Instructor  Pilots  (FAIPs)  and  experienced  C-141  pilots. 
However,  the  C-141 's  experience  levels  were  declining  with 
its  absorption  of  UPTs  and  could  no  longer  afford  to  release 
3300  hour  pilots  without  degrading  mission  capability.  It 
was  also  possible  there  could  be  insufficient  numbers  of  1300 
hour  FAIPs  to  fill  all  of  the  C-5 '  s  programmed  needs. 

Although  greatly  debated,  the  T-39  offered  an  ideal  pilot 
source  for  the  C-5.  All  T-39  pilots  would  have  more  than 
i  300  fiours  at  the  end  of  their  tours. 

The  T-39  offered  advantages  to  the  C-5  that  were  lacking 
in  the-  traditional  avenue  of  pilot  inputs.  First,  it  was 
cost  effective,  enjoying  a  6: 1  ratio  over  the  C-141  in  terms 
of  operating  expenses.  Second,  the  quality  of  flying  time 
was  excellent.  Unlike  the  C-141 's  standard  mission  profile 
which  often  consists  of  long  duration  straight  and  level 
fi*ght,  the  T-39  offered  "hands  on"  (no  autopilot)  experience 
with  mission  profiles  consisting  of  numerous  takeoffs  and 
landings  into  manv  military  as  well  as  civilian  airfields. 
Thim,  the  T-39  operated  under  many  of  the  same  MAC  requia- 
tions  with  which  the  C-5  was  operated.  Finally,  the  planned 
flying  time  profiles  for  the  UPT  inputs  ensured  that  each 
pi  lot  would  have?  between  1300  and  1500  hours  at  the  end  n- 
\  i  s/her  i  -39  tour.  These  factors  made  the  T-39  attractive-  to 
planners  who  foresaw  the  need  to  increase  C-5  pilot  sources. 
The  same  advantages  of  cost,  quality  of  flying  time,  common 
t-guiations,  and  programmed  -Hying  hours  hold  true  for  the 
C-.71/C-12  currently  replacing  the  T-39  and  hereafter  referred 
to  as  Operational  Support  Airlift  (0SA) . 

It  appears  that  the  active  Air  Force  may  not  see  a  net 
i net  ease  of  50  C-5s  because  some  C-5s  may  be  reassigned  to 
Air  National  Guard  or  Reserve  units.  Still,  the  C-141  cannot 
support  many  inputs  to  the  C-5  to  repl ace  retiring  pilots 
ir.d/or  supplement  net  gains  in  aircraft.  QSA  will  remaic  me 


o-f  the  primary  sources  -for  C-5  inputs.  During  the  March  1984 
Rated  Management  Conference  decision  makers  coded  the 
T-39/0SA  into  the  Strategic  Airlift  category  making  OSA 
pilots  eligible  in  most  cases  ■for  direct  entry  into  primarily 
the  C-5  and  the  C-141  with  a  few  to  the  C-130. 

This  is  the  history  of  the  T-39/0SA's  evolution  from  an 
aircraft  system  consisting  mostly  of  staff  flyers  to  the 
"Training  Ground"  of  MAC.  With  this  background  we  can  look 
at  assignment  policies  that  affect  OSA  pilots  remembering 
that  there  is  a  fairly  defined  plan  for  this  group. 
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CHAPTER  TWO 


GENERAL  AB8IGNMENT  INFORMATION 

This  chapter  discusses  the  general  -factors  comprising  the 
rated  officer  assignment  process.  It  addresses  the 
priorities  of  assignments,  the  Rated  Officer  Review  Board 
(RORB)  process,  the  gate  system,  the  Form  90,  time  on  station 
requirements,  and  the  general  areas  to  which  a  rated  officer 
can  be  assigned. 


PRIORITIES  OF  CONSIDERATION 

The  Air  Force  is  very  pragmatic  in  the  manner  in  which  it 
prioritizes  assignment  actions.  AFR  36-20  lists  the  order  of 
importance.  The  first  priority  of  all  assignment  actions  is 
filling  the  needs  of  the  Air  Force's  mission.  It  is  the 
primary  obligation  of  the  personnel  community  to  meet  the 
needs  of  the  Air  Force  by  filling  manpower  requirements  with 
the  most  qualified  and  eligible  officers  available.  However, 
the  needs  of  the  Air  Force  are  ever  changing,  and,  therefore 
personnel  policies  must  change  along  with  those  needs. 

Career  development  is  the  second  priority  in  an  assignment 
action.  The  Air  Force  is  a  unique  institution  and  cannot 
hire  its  middle  and  senior  leadership  from  other  sources  as 
can  corporations  and  the  business  community.  Rather,  the  Air 
Force  must  internally  develop  its  officers  to  assume  the 
positions  of  responsibility  as  an  individual's  career 
progresses.  It  is  essential  for  the  Air  Force  to  prepare 
qualified  and  competent  personnel  for  future  leadership 
roles.  Career  development  is  a  closely  linked  need  of  the 
Air  Force.  Personal  desires  are  a  lower  priority  than  needs 
and  career  development.  Altnough  assignment  officers  always 
consider  an  individual's  desires  in  an  assignment  action, 
needs  of  the  Air  Force  and  career  development  are  the 
overriding  considerations.  The  personnel  community  tries  to 
match  all  three  priorities  but,  of  course,  cannot  always 
accommodate  personal  desires.  Needs,  career  development,  and 
desires,  in  that  order  of  priority,  are  the  primary  factors 
considered  in  an  assignment  action. 


THE  RORB  PROCESS 

The  Rated  Officer  Review  Board  (RORB)  process  is  the 
manner  in  which  HQ  AFMPC  reviews  all  rated  officers  scheduled 
for  reassignment.  Appr ox i matel y  nine  months  prior  to  tne 


month  of  reassignment,  AFMPC  computers  generate  Officer 
Career  Briefs  on  all  individuals  scheduled  to  move.  The 
career  briefs  are  subdivided  into  major  weapon  system 
category  and  are  matched  with  each  o-f-ficer 's  assignment 
folder.  This  folder  contains  the  officer's  Form  90,  any 
correspondence  from  the  officer,  and  previous  assignment 
actions.  The  folders  are  placed  into  packages  by  weapon 
system  (eg  strategic  airlift,  bomber,  tanker)  and  the  review 
phase  begins.  Several  offices  within  the  AFMPC  assignment 
structure  review  each  folder.  The  rated  supplement  assign¬ 
ment  officers  look  for  unique  talents  such  as  engineering  or 
computer  skills/experience  and  make  a  written  recommendation 
on  the  back  of  the  career  brief.  In  the  same  fashion  the 
Joint/Departmental  (joint  assignments  and  Air  Staff)  review 
the  package  and  make  a  recommendation.  Finally,  the  rated 
assignment  team  reviews  each  officer's  folder  and  makes  a 
recommendation.  Important  factors  are  the  manni ng/experi ence 
levels  of  the  respective  weapon  system,  an  individual's  gate 
status,  and  the  desires  of  any  appropriate  MAJCOMs.  In  all 
cases  throughout  the  review  process  the  officer’s  Form  90 
receives  great  consideration,  and  normally  assignment 
officers  have  discussed  options  with  the  individual  on  the 
telephone.  After  all  interested  offices  have  made  their 
inputs,  the  folder  is  presented  in  package  form  to  the  Chief 
of  Rated  Officer  Assignments  for  final  determination  as  to 
what  the  assignment  will  be.  The  assignment  teams  try  to 
have  each  package  completed  with  final  approval  about  four  to 
six  months  prior  to  an  officer's  mandatory  move.  The 
personnel  community  bases  each  assignment  on  an  individual's 
desires  relative  to  needs  of  the  Air  Force  and  career 
considerations. 

The  RORB  process  is  slow  but  fair.  It  takes  months  to 
complete,  often  with  individuals  becoming  impatient  with  the 
length  of  time  it  takes  to  receive  final  determination  on 
their  respective  assignments.  On  the  other  hand  the  RORB 
process  benefits  from  the  experience  and  expertise  of  many 
assignment  officers  rather  than  the  opinion  of  just  one.  The 
process  also  explores  options  and  possible  assignments 
outside  the  realm  of  just  one  area.  Overall,  it  is  a  fair 
system  even  though  it  literally  takes  months  to  receive  final 
assignment  action. 


THE  FORM  90 

The  Form  90  i s  an  essential  part  of  the  assignment 
process.  Most  officers  on  controlled  tours  know  when  their 
t'  >r  will  be  completed,  and  local  CBPOs  should  normally 
remind  individuals  twelve  months  in  advance  of  tour 
completion  to  update  the  Form  90.  It's  essential  that  the 
updated  Form  90  is  in  the  officer's  assignment  folder  at 
least  nine  months  prior  to  reassignment  to  coincide  with  the 


RORB  process.  Often,  especially  during  the  summer  move 
cycle,  individual  assignment  officers  are  working  hundreds  of 
assignments  and  don't  have  time  nor  always  autovon  access  to 
track  down  officers  to  ascertain  desires.  It's  both  helpful 
and  prudent  to  have  an  updated  Form  90.  Even  if  an  officer's 
desires  have  not  changed  since  he/she  last  submitted  a 
dreamsheet,  it's  best  to  change  the  date  to  let  the 
respective  assignment  officer(s)  know  these  are  the  current 
desires.  The  Form  90  is  an  individual's  chance  to  express 
himsel f /hersel f  to  the  system. 

Another  aspect  of  the  Form  90  is  that  the  front  side 
information  is  stored  in  the  personnel  computer  and  is  used 
to  search  for  volunteers  for  a  specific  assignment.  For 
example,  an  assignment  officer  can  request  the  computer  to 
list  all  C-141  pilots  who  are  volunteers  for  a  C-9  to 
Germany.  The  computer  will  review  all  form  90s  and  provide 
the  names  of  pilots  meeting  that  criteria.  It's  from  data 
scans  such  as  this  that  AFMPC  will  identify  the  most  eligible 
volunteer.  The  assignment  officer  would  then  contact  the 
most  eligible  volunteer  to  ascertain  his/her  desires.  Policy 
is  that  an  officer  identified  through  a  Form  90  scan  is  not 
obligated  to  take  the  assignment. 

One  should  also  realize  that  most  officers  volunteer  for 
similar  assignments.  The  best  advice  in  formulating  an 
individual's  Form  90  is  to  be  realistic  and  understand  that 
not  all  officers  can  be  assigned  to  Germany  or  Hawaii  which 
are  two  of  the  more  popular  locations.  An  individual  should 
request  his/her  true  desires  but  should  also  consider  the 
relative  supply  and  demand  of  a  location  and  his/her 
qualifications  in  terms  of  ability,  gate  status,  career 
point,  and  eligibility.  To  do  less  often  leads  to 
disappointment.  HQ  AFMPC  assignment  officers  can  assist  in 
preparing  an  officer's  Form  90  and  can  discuss  general 
assignment  availability.  AFR  36—23  also  contains  some  very 
useful  information  and  can  be  obtained  through  local  CBPOs. 
The  primary  factor  in  FORM  90  preparation  is  to  be  realistic. 


Some  common  Air  Force  Specialty  Codes  (AFSC)  in  the 
airlift  arena  include: 


C-141 

1045L 

MC-130 

1315B 

C-5 

1045N 

C—  1 2 

1045p> 

C- 130 

1055B 

General  Staff 

1495Z 

C-21 

1045Q 

Strat  Air  Staff 

1425J 

AC- 130 

1315A 

For  additional  AFSC  information  one  should  refer  to  AFR 

36-23 


THE  GATE  SYSTEM 


The  Aviation  Career  Incentive  Act  of  1974  created 
utilization  standards  which  require  that  flyers  be  assigned 
to  operational  flying  duties  for  specific  amounts  of  time  by 
certain  career  checkpoints.  The  law  establishes  that  an 
officer  must  perform  at  least  6  years  of  operational  flying 
duty  including  flight  training  by  the  12  year  of  aviation 
service  to  receive  flight  pay  through  the  18th  year  of 
service  and  11  years  of  operational  flying  duty  by  the  18th 
year  of  aviation  to  get  continuous  flight  pay  through  the 
25th  year.  Simply  stated  the  gates  are  as  follows: 


GATE 


Completed  By  Flight  Pay  Thru 


First  6  years  <72  months) 
SECOND  9  years  (108  months) 
THIRD  11  years  <132  months) 


12th  year 
18th  year 
18th  year 


18th  year 
22nd  year 
25th  year 


Air  Force  policy  requires  a  rated  officer  to  remain  in 
the  cockpit  until  he/she  completes  the  first  gate  even  though 
an  officer  has  through  the  12th  year  to  obtain  that  gate. 
Further,  it  is  Air  Force  policy  that  as  many  rated  officers 
as  possible  will  complete  the  second  gate.  Waivers  to  the 
second  gate  have  been  few,  and  to  obtain  a  waiver,  the  action 
must  clearly  be  in  the  best  interest  of  the  Air  Force 
mission.  The  Air  Force  has  waived  the  third  gate  for  many 
pilots,  but  pilot  force  manning  must  be  sufficient  to  allow 
an  officer  an  exception  to  the  third  gate  and  the  action  also 
must  be  in  the  best  interest  of  the  Air  Force. 


The  gate  system  is  a  means  of  allowing  officers  to  career 
broaden  into  nonflying  duties  without  fear  of  losing  flight 
pay.  It  is  also  an  avenue  to  ensure  the  Air  Force  gets 
sufficient  utilization  from  the  flight  training  investment  it 
has  made  in  its  rated  officer  force.  An  officer's  gate 
status  is  one  of  the  primary  considerations  in  any  assignment 
act i on . 


IIMilQyr8TATI0N  1T08).  REQUIREMENTS 

Time-on-station  is  another  important  factor  in  any 
assignment  consi der at i on .  The  Air  Force  established  TOS 
requirements  to  stabilize  the  lives  of  Air  Force  members  and 
to  save  PCS  funds.  Except  in  the  case  of  controlled  tours, 
T(jS  becomes  the  primary  factor  in  deciding  which  officer  will 
receive  a  specific  assignment.  If  all  other  factors  are  the 
same  between  officers  being  considered,  AFMPC  will  select  the 
individual  with  the  most  TOS.  TOS  is  computed  from  the  month 
of  arrival  at  present  duty  station.  For  example,  two  C-141 


pilots  are  both  volunteers  -for  a  C-21.  Each  officer  meets 
the  criteria  for  the  job  in  terms  of  date  of  rank,  flying 
ability,  and  overall  quality.  The  officer  with  the  greatest 
TOS  will  be  selected.  This  example  applies  only  to  volunteer 
status  for  a  CONUS  to  CONUS  PCS.  AFMPC  selects  overseas 
volunteers  based  not  only  on  TOS  but  also  on  overseas 
volunteers  status.  Generally  speaking,  officers  who  volunteer 
for  longer  than  normal  overseas  tour  lengths  receive  priority 
regardless  of  TOS. 

Time-on-station  is  also  the  major  factor  in  identifying 
nonvolunteers.  Again,  TOS  applies  to  those  officers  not  on 
maximum  controlled  tours  and  only  to  CONUS  to  CONUS 
assignments.  If,  for  example,  HQ  AFMPC  cannot  find  a 
qualified  volunteer  for  an  open  position,  then  the  assignment 
officer  will  review  qualified  nonvolunteers  and  make  the 
selection  based  on  TOS.  The  officer  who  has  been  on  station 
the  longest  will  be  selected. 

AFR  36-20  lists  a  minimum  of  36  months  for  an  officer  to 
be  eligible  for  a  PCS.  This  minimum  applies  to  CONUS  to 
CONUS  uncontrolled  tours.  The  exceptions  to  this  rule  are 
listed  below: 

1)  Completing  an  oversea,  CONUS- i sol  at ed ,  or  CONUS 
maximum  controlled  tour. 

2)  Completion  or  withdrawal  from  training. 

3)  Reassignment  from  unit  or  base  closures. 

4)  Reassigned  from  CONUS  to  overseas  and  having  the 
following  TOS: 

a)  Lieutenants:  12  months  TOS 

b)  Captains  and  above  (volunteers):  12  months  TOS 

c)  Captains  and  above  (nonvolunteers):  24  months  TOS 

5)  Reassignment  for  join-spouse,  CONUS  assignment 
exchange,  or  permissive  PCS,  and  have  completed  12  months 

TOS. 

6)  Reassignment  for  humanitarian  or  Children  Have  A 
Potential  (CHAP)  reasons. 

7)  Reassignment  for  intermediate  or  senior  service 
school  and  have  24  months  TOS. 

8)  Reassignment  from  a  long  overseas  tour  to  another 
over  sea  location —  must  have  18  months  TOS  in  the  original 
oversea  location. 

9)  Reassignment  due  to  weapon  system  conversion. 

10)  Reassignment  on  a  c 1 ose -pr ox l mi t y  move.  For  example, 
an  officer  could  be  assigned  from  one  base  in  the  lota'  area 
to  another  in  that  same  area. 

These  are  the  basic  restrictions  on  TOS  for  any  permanent 
change  of  station.  They  can  be  waived  if  a  reassignment 
action  is  necessary  to  meet  the  needs  of  the  Air  Force,  but 
any  request  for  waiver  must  reviewed  and  approved  by  HQ  AFMPC 
and  is  usually  difficult  to  obtain.  The  assignment  officer 
requesting  the  waiver  must  show  that  there  are  no  other 


cptions  available,  and  if  the  request  is  from  a  MAJCOM,  it 
must  have  the  coordination  of  the  MAJCOM/DP.  AFR  36-20 
does  not  all  oh  a  qualified  volunteer  who  does  not  meet  time- 
on-shation  requirements  to  -fill  an  assignment  over  an  equally 
qualified  nonvolunteer  who  does  have  sufficient  TOS.  A 
waiver  request  on  behalf  of  the  volunteer  in  this  case  could 
be  deemed  inappropri ate. 

In  summary,  time  on  station  is  a  major  consi derati on  in 
the  assignment  selection  of  one  qualified  officer  over  an 
equally  qualified  individual.  The  basic  rule  for  CONUS  to 
CONUS  PCS  eligibility  is  36  months.  An  officer  can 
realistically  volunteer  for  an  overseas  assignment  after  only 
12  months  on  station  and  can  be  involuntarily  assigned 
overseas  after  24  months  on  station.  The  other  exceptions  to 
these  general  guidelines  are  listed  above.  Given  all  other 
factors  between  two  or  more  individuals  as  being  equal,  time 
on  station  is  the  "tie  breaker"  in  assignment  selection.  The 
longer  an  officer  has  been  on  station  the  higher  the  chances 
are  for  assignment  selection  as  either  a  volunteer  or 
norivol  un  t  eer  . 


THE  SEVEN  DAY  OPTION 

An  officer  who  receives  a  permanent  change  of  station 
notification  can  elect  to  turn  down  the  assignment  and 
separate  from  the  Air  Force  provided  the  active  duty  service 
commitment  (ADSC)  for  the  PCS  would  extend  him/her  past  the 
point  in  time  to  which  he/she  is  already  committed.  For 
example,  an  officer  who  is  commited  to  the  Air  Force  for  one 
year  receives  an  assignment  to  Germany.  Since  the  tour 
length  to  Germany  is  three  years  and  the  commitment  is  three 
years,  that  officer  can  elect  to  turn  down  the  assignment. 
Acceptance  would  force  him/her  beyond  the  one  year  he/she 
presently  owes  to  the  Air  Force.  This  formal  declination  of 
assignment  is  called  the  "seven  day  option".  If  an  officer 
has  r etai nabi 1 l ty  for  an  assignment  (the  commitment  for  the 
assignment  is  less  than  the  commitment  already  owed),  the 
individual  must  accept  the  PCS.  For  example,  a  C-12  pilot 
who  has  three  years  remaining  on  his/her  ADSC  from  UPT 
receives  an  assignment  to  a  C-12  to  Korea.  The  commitment 
for  the  PCS  to  Korea  is  one  year  reflecting  the  tour  length 
to  the  area.  In  this  example  the  individual  must  accept  the 
assignment  because  his/her  ADSC  is  three  years  and  the  ADSC 
for  Korea  is  only  one  year;  the  assignment  does  not  in  any 
way  force  the  officer  to  remain  in  the  service  longer  than 
the  original  UPT  commitment. 

When  AFMPC  selects  an  officer  for  an  assignment,  the 
local  CPPO  receives  notification  through  the  personnel 
computer  system.  Orce  the  CBPO  has  the  formal  computer 
notification  from  AFMPC,  it  notifies  the  respective  officer. 
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it  15  -from  this  point  of  formal  noti*- cation  that  the  officer 
has  seven  days  to  either  accept  the  assignment  or  decline  it 
if  the  individual  has  that  option.  For  example,  CBPO 
notifies  an  officer  of  an  assignment  on  10  June.  The  officer 
has  until  17  June  to  make  a  decision.  Should  the  individual 
fail  to  respond  within  the  seven  day  time  period,  he/she  has 
by  default  accepted  the  assignment  and  the  associated  AD SC . 
Normally,  an  officer  will  know  of  a  pending  assignment  pr i or 
to  the  formal  CBPO  notification.  If  he/she  is  on  a 
controlled  tour  or  an  overseas  tour,  then  he/she  would  know 
the  assignment  completion  date.  If  the  officer  is  not  on  a 
controlled  tour  but  has  been  identified  against  an  assignment 
normal  1 y  he/she  will  have  been  informally  notified  by  his/her 
assignment  officer  via  telephone  prior  to  the  assignment 
being  formally  sent  to  the  local  CBPO.  An  officer  usually 
has  more  time  than  the  seven  days  to  make  a  decision. 

An  officer  who  elects  to  decline  an  assignment  must 
separate  at  the  end  of  the  ADSC  date  or  on  the  first  day  of 
the  seventh  month  from  declination  whichever  is  greater .  An 
additional  seven  day  option  period  is  given  to  an  officer  who 
has  accepted  an  assignment  if  the  end  location  is  changed  or 
if  an  additional  ADSC  is  added  to  the  assignment.  Also, 
should  an  officer  decline  a  PCS  move,  -farcing  someone  less 
eligible  to  take  the  assignment,  and  then  request  withdrawal 
of  his/her  date  of  separation  (DOS),  then  the  officer  will  be 
given  a  similar  assignment  prior  to  approval  of  the  DOS 
withdrawal.  This  policy  is  intended  to  protect  against 
"gaming"  the  assignment  process  at  the  expense  of  others. 

GENERAL  ASSIGNMENT  AREAS 

In  the  case  of  rated  officers  there  are  three  areas  of 
assignment  to  which  they  can  be  assigned.  The  three  areas 
are  the  cockpit,  the  rated  staff,  or  the  rated  supplement. 
Many  people  are  confused  about  the  differences  in  these  areas 
especially  the  d:  rference  between  the  rated  staff  and  the 
rated  supplement,  however  it  is  these  three  broad  areas  that 
drive  the  rated  officer  assignment  process  in  terms  of 
manning  priorities. 

Hie  Cockpit  |Force[i^nfJ 

i he  cockpit  assignments  are  the  first  priority  in  terms 
of  rated  management  because  they  represent  the  mission 
capability  of  a  given  aircraft  weapon  system.  One  usually 
can  associate  the  cockpit  with  RPI  1  squadron  level 
assignments  plus  the  commander ,  ops  officer,  and  RPI  6 
squadron  level  positions  such  as  the  stan/eval  pilot.  This 
group  is  referred  to  in  rated  management  terms  as  the 
forceline.  It  is  the  goal  of  rated  management  to  maintain 


this  area  at  at  least  1007  manning  or  above  and  to 
accommodate  UF  T  absorption  and  the  associated  experience 
level  of  a  given  aircraft  system. 

The  rated  staff 

Simply  stated,  the  rated  staff  represents  those  positions 
throughout  the  Air  Force  that  must  be  filled  with  a  rated 
officer  and  are  not  associated  with  operational  flying  as 
that  officer's  primary  duty.  The  staff  position  level 
ranges  from  Wing  to  MAJCOM  and  above  and  may  involve  flying 
in  an  attached  status.  The  key  to  identifying  rated  staff 
positions  is  that  they  must  be  filled  with  a  rated  officer; 
there  are  no  support  officer  counterparts  to  these  position 
For  example,  a  wing  command  post  duty  officer  has  no  suppor 
counterpart  in  the  Air  Force  and  is  therefore  considered  in 
the  rated  staff  when  assigned  to  the  command  post.  The 
command  post  position  must  be  filled  with  a  rated  officer. 

AFR  36-23  states  that  the  rated  staff  constitutes  227.  of  all 
rated  authorizations  throughout  the  Air  Force.  The  rated 
staff  is  subdivided  into  two  categories —  the  specific  staff, 
and  the  general  Ops  staff. 

Specific  staff  positions  require  experience  in  a 
particular  aircraft  system.  Before  an  officer  can 
be  assigned  he/she  must  be  an  expert  in  the  aircraft 
system.  For  example,  before  an  officer  can  even  be 
considered  to  be  a  F1Q  MAC  C-141  standardization  officer 
he/she  obviously  must  be  qualified  in  the  C-141  to 
competently  fill  the  position.  All  specific  rated  staff 
slots  have  been  designated  as  such,  relative  to  a  specific 
aircraft  system  or  major  weapon  system  family.  In  MAC  the 
vast  majority  of  the  specific  staff  positions  require  C-141, 

C  130,  or  C-5  experience  as  these  aircraft  represent  the 
primary  mission  of  the  command.  Throughout  the  Air  Force 
most  rated  staff  positions  are  specific  staff. 

In  addition  to  specific  staff  slots  there  are  also 
general  ops  staff  positions.  These  staff  areas  require  a 
rated  officer  but  do  not  require  any  specific  background  in 
an  aircraft  system.  An  example  of  the  general  staff  would  be 
a  MAC  C-141  pilot  filling  a  TAC  command  post  requirement.  In 
this  case  the  MAC  pilot  has  no  real  experience  in  TAC,  but 
because  he/she  is  rated,  he/she  is  qualified  for  the 
position.  Most  of  the  general  ops  staff  slots  are  designated 
with  the  AFSC  of  1495Z  for  pilots.  These  slots  represent  the 
minority  of  rated  staff  requirements  throughout  the  Air 
F  orce. 

One  might  consider  specific  and  general  staff  positions 
the  second  order  of  manning  priority.  In  the  1970s  when  the 
Air  For  cp  was  exper  iencing  shor  tages  in  pilot  manning,  it 
developed  a  concept  called  prioritization  in  which  all  staff 
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positions  were  reviewed  and  listed  in  order  of  importance. 
Tnose  positions  deemed  less  than  essential  were  le-ft  until  ted 
so  that  the  more  important  forceline  cockpit  slots  would  not. 
go  under manned .  This  unusual  action  was  in  addition  to 
returning  pilots  to  rated  positions  from  the  rated 
supplement.  As  the  pilot  shortfall  dwindled,  so  too  did 
pr  i  or  1  t  u’  at  i  on  of  the  rated  staff  and  the  drawdown  of  the 
■  at ed  bupp 1 emen t . 

I  he  Rated  Supplement^ 

the  rated  supplement  represents  those  areas  to  which  a 
rated  officer  can  be  assigned  in  whicn  there  are  support 
orficcv  counter  parts.  There  is  no  difference  in  the  jobs 
themselves;  there  is  only  the  difference  that  the  same 
support  position  usually  filled  by  a  support  officer  is 
being  filled  by  one  who  is  rated.  The  Air  Force  designed  the 
supplement  to  provide  an  available  resource  of  active  duty 
pilots  and  navigators  to  augment  operational  units  in  a 
contingency  or  to  serve  as  buffer  in  the  event  of  rated 
shortages.  It  is  composed  of  lieutenant  colonels  and 
be! ow. 

An  officer  enters  the  supplement  either  through  the 
RORB  process  or  at  the  request  of  the  support  officer 
assignment  branch.  The  individual's  assignment  officer 
reviews  the  request  prior  to  any  approval  or  disapproval. 

Such  factors  as  an  individual's  gate  status,  time  on  station. 
Form  90  desires,  and  relative  manning  in  the  cockpit  and 
rated  staff  areas,  are  important  considerations.  While  the 
supplement  i s  an  excellent  career  broadening  vehicle, 
assignment  to  support  duties  must  not  adversely  impact  more 
critical  rated  areas. 

if  rated  manning  is  sufficient  to  allow  an  officer  entry 
into  tile  supplement,  then  normally  the  tour  length  to  support 
duties  is  for  three  years.  It  is  a  three  years  well 
-  i>  vested.  Not  or 1 y  does  the  Air  Force  benefit  by  augmenting 
the  support  arena,  the  individual  benefits  by  the  expertise 
ne/she  develops  in  the  respective  career  field.  This 
expert  se  ran  pay  dividends  throughout  the  rest  of  his/her 
career.  1  he  supplement  gives  a  rated  officer  flexibility  in 
areas  to  which  ho/she  can  be  assigned  and  therefore  makes 
1 1 1 m /he.  a  more  valuable  asset  to  the  Air  Force. 

iRe  cockpit,  the  rated  staff,  and  the  rated  supplement 
•vi  o  ihe  three  areas  tc  which  a  rated  officer  can  be  assigned, 
factor-,  such  as  gate  status,  time  on  station,  Form  90 
desires,  education,  respective  major  weapon  system  manning, 
and  most  importantly  the  individual  s  performance  and  quality 
of  record  are  the  variables  in  determining  which  of  these 
ar  t.-ci s  are  available  to  an  officer.  A  good  rule  of  thumb  for 
successful  career  planning  is  to  alternate  between  the 
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?iSPgNSiBiLiTiEszayALiTy  control 

The  per  sonnpl  community  needs  the  assistance  o-f  local 
rorn(iiancle-  5  in  quality  control  natters  that  might  not  be 
apparent  to  a  higher  headquarters  making  the  assignment 
decisions.  AFR  36-20  directs  that  commander  s  must  take 
a;: !.  i  o.  to  identify  officers  selected  or  nominated  for 
eassiqnmeiit  who  might  not  be  capable  of  performing 
an eun at  el y  in  the  new  position.  Some  of  the  AFR  36-20 
qt  di  '  i  ,es  ar  e  1  l  shed  below: 

1 )  Marginal  or  substandard  officers  will  not  be  reassigned. 

2)  Officers  on  control  rosters  may  not.  be  reassigned  unti  l 
final  disposition  of  their  cases.  They  can  be  reassigned  PC A 
but  must  remain  in  the  same  MAJCOM. 

3)  fin  notification  that  an  officer  has  been  selected  for 
reassignment.  ,  the  immediate  commander  must  review  any 
Unfavorable  Information  File  maintained  by  the  CBPO  and 
advise  the  assignment  selection  authority  at  MAJCOM  or  HQ 
AC'MPC  of  any  derogatory  information  on  the  respective 

off  i  cer  . 

'?•)  Commanders  must  adviso  HQ  AFMF'C  or  the  MAJCOM/DF'  of  any 
criminal,  investigations  or  charges  pending.  Be  discreet  if 
disclosure  might  disrupt  an  investigation. 

5)  An  officer  on  the  Weight  Management  Program  who  is 
m  ■  inn  ur.saf  ?  factory  progress  is  ineligible  f  or 
v uass i gnment .  Commanders  must  not  certify  these  officers  for 


Wh  i  1  p  one  car.  obtain  a  waiver  to  these  guidelines  through 


HO  AFi-c'C  . 


lie  intent  of  these  rules  is  to  avoid  one  commander 
problems  on  another  through  rear- <?•  qnment  action. 
i Chet  avenues  for  dealing  with  the  above  circum  — 

;t  df>r  PCS  action.  It  is  incumbent,  for  all 
*  '  assist  the  personnel  cu.rvnuro  ty  by  sniur  i  ng  that 
1  so)  echo  1  or  nom)  nat  for  an  re  unm  t  wi  1  1  ‘,n 

■  or  m  at  the.«.  r  now  dutv  • .  '.at  i  ons  . 


CONCLUSION 


’  •  r  i  k'r  f  hat  up  pi  y  to  p)  I  raft  >J  of  f  i  r.  er  . 
or;  of  '-.-»yer  il  pe*  sor'uel  regulations  and 
■  >•'  ar  eas  wh  -  (  h  sootn  most  flppr  opr  ’■  at  u  *  at 
ilim.ti'il/v  to  luoi*  -  <  *  1  ’..it  lit-  <n  ,  .  i  U  *  I  i  i  a  *  . , 


more  realistically  discuss  assignments  with  his  subordinates. 
Chapter  Two  has  addressed  -factors  that  are  considered  by  the 
personnel  community  in  all  rated  officer  assignment  actions. 
It  has  also  discussed  some  o-f  the  general  areas  of 
assignments  to  which  a  rated  officer  might  be  placed  and  some 
of  the  responsibilities  of  individual  commanders  in  the 
assignment  process.  Chapter  Three  will  address  the 
assignment  structure  relative  to  OSA  assignments. 
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CHAPTER  THREE 


fHE  assignment  structure 

I'rapter  One  and  Chapter  Two  as  a  f oundati  on ,  Chapter 
.  1 1  to  the  basic  assignment  organization  anc  lntru- 
i  •  reader  to  the  AFMPC  assignment  officer,  discusses 
.at j unship  between  HQ  AFMPC/R0R4  (Airlift  Assignments 
../  ,auj  HO  PAC/DPRUA  (MAC  Rated  Assignments),  and  add- 
1 wtucn  all  Air  Force  pilots  are  r.atego- 
u  1  ,i  i  i  vc  to  a  hi  a  jc>r  weapon  system  identity.  While 
•A  lonci  si  :u  fur  c  and  MAJCOfi  relations  can  change, 
i  the  areas  discussed  in  Chapter  Three  should  stand  the 
f  t.  i  «ii€' 


YOUR  ASSIGNMENT  OFFICER 

. Alignment  officers  assigned  to  the  Airlift  Branch  at 

•  are  airlift  crewmembers,  not  personnel  officers  per 
,;r  has  a  great  deal  of  experience  in  his/her  respec- 
"ispon  system  and  adds  rated  perspective  to  all  aspects 
-  assignment  process.  The  OSA  assignment  officer  is 
i anally  a  part  of  the  Strategic  Airlift  Assignment  Team 
■a  which  lies  jurisdiction  for  all  rated  assignments  in 
- 1 4  i  ,  C-5,  C-9,  0-140,  C-135  (MAC),  and  OSA.  The  OSA 
ament  officer  is  not  only  responsible  for  C-12/C-21 
i one  but  also  al »  C-9,  C-135,  and  C-140  positions  in 
cne  CONUS  and  overseas.  He/she  is  also  responsible  for 
9th  Military  Airlift  Wing  pilot  positions,  Air  Force 
.  irons  Command  r  ated  positions,  and  all  Air  Force 
s  in  the?  ianl  er,  transport,  bomber  arena  who  do  not 
s--j  a  major  weapon  system  or  whose  major  weapon  system 
ui.i  Ufoai  v.  Arid  such  as  C-124  or  KB-57  pilots.  The  OSA 
;  in  trie  375  AAW  represent  about  25%  of  his/her 

"i iTi :■  ■ f I  jur  i  sdi  ct  i  on  . 

.  Us>»*.  assi.  gc.ii.v^nx  of  1 1  c.er  scanos  ready  to  discuss  any 

’<  <:,f  c'.e  assignment  process.  He/she  speaks  daily  with 

c  end  crewmembers  alike  covering  a  gambit  of  sub- 
.  an.")  i  rq  from  assisting  individuals  in  Form  90  prepara- 
.  ;  covering  long  range  manning  projections  for  specific 
The  rated  assignment,  officers  at  HQ  AFMPC  take  a 
'itr.’u  C-.  t  pride  in  being  readily  available  to  "walk-ins' 
i  ■  1  ‘  tc.fi  almost  any  action  they  are  working  on  to  ar.com- 

i-  ■*  c  rewji  ember  who  "drops  by"  in  person.  While  it  is 
•.  d  i.  I  arid  make  an  appointment,  unannounced  visitors 
•at  at  a  i  1  uncommon.  Individuals  nan  also  contact  rated 
nt  off  .  i  orc  -t1  HQ  AT  MPC  by  tel  ophone.  0nc»  stioulri  be 


"v"  ."V  "*  i.  .  •  \ 


apprised,  however,  that  due  to  limited  autovon  circuits  at 
Randolph,  it  is  sometimes  difficult  to  get  a  call  into  the 
airlift  assignment  office.  Overall,  the  Airlift  Assignment 
officers  highly  encourage  two  way  communication  as  an  import¬ 
ant  aspect  of  the  assignment  process,  so  it  is  in  one's  best 
interest  to  try  and  either  visit  or  call  on  the  autovon  even 
if  takes  a  Few  attempts. 


HQ  AFMPC/HQ  MAC  RELATIONSHIP 

The  HQ  AFMPC  Airlift  Assignment  Section  (AFMPC/R0R4)  has 
a  different  function  than  the  rated  assignment  offices  at  HQ 
MAC.  Roth  organizations  operate  under  a  renewable  Memorandum 
of  Agreement  that  subdivides  areas  of  assignment  jurisdiction 
and  gives  each  certain  decision  authority  under  those  areas. 
While  formally  these  areas  of  responsi bi 1 i ty  are  clearly 
defined,  there  is  continuous  telephone  contact  between  the 
two  offices  and  each  assists  the  other.  To  the  outsider  this 
continuous  coordination  between  the  two  agencies  makes  the 
areas  of  jurisdiction  appear  hazy  and  overlapping.  Generally, 
they  are  as  follows: 

HQ  AFMPC/R0R4  (in  conjunction  with  other  AFMPC  offices) 

1)  All  squadron/detachment  level  RPI  1  assignments 
associated  with  airlift  aircraft  systems 

2)  All  airlift  inputs  to  Air  Training  Command 

3>  All  airlift  inputs  to  the  rated  supplement 

4)  All  airlift  inputs  into  any  rated  staff  position  that 
requires  a  rated  officer  with  airlift  expertise 

5)  Entries  into  AFIT,  ASTRA,  PME  for  airlift  coded  rated 
of f i r er s 

A)  All  airlift  coded  rated  officer  assignments  for 
officers  currently  assigned  outside  MAC. 

In  nearly  all  of  the  above  cases,  AFMPC  decisions  are  based 
on  telephone  coordination  with  HQ  MAC.  For  officers  currently 
in  MAC  and  being  considered  by  AFMPC  for  assignment  outside 
of  MAC,  the  MAJCOM's  approval  for  release  is  required. 

HQ  MAC/DPROA 

1)  ALL  staff  positions  at  the  MAJCOM 

2)  All  staff  positions  at  the  numbered  Air  Forces 

3)  All  staff  positions  at  the  Airlift  Divisions 

4)  All  overseas  MAC  wing  staff  positions 

5)  All  unit  commander  selections 

A)  All  instructor  selections  for  the  MAC  flying  t  ai  rung 
units  such  as  at  Altus  AFB  or  Little  Rock  APR 

In  all  cases  HQ  AFMPC  must  levy  the  assignment  because  a 
MAJCOM  does  not  have  the  authority  to  do  so. 
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MAJOR  WfcAtON  SYSTEM  CDDINQ 

i  *'/•>•}  the  Air  f  orce  adopted  a  policy  o'-  coning 
a  Mia  ur  weapon  system  category  to  which  they 
•'  .  l  t  ;  eel  >  hr  c’>K.|hout  their  careers.  it  is  <  ■,  ding 
i.  ,ii  Li  w  HU  t  *biil  ci  means  to  review  r  .-<*  ed  re 

•  icant  ;  ty  and  distribute  the  available  -ennui  re  to 
■  ■  i'Oi  H  s,  and  to  define  t  tie  necessary  ad  rant  ed 

fne  r  a<  lunaie  behind  this  initiative  was  to  i r  y 

•  >.«  i  ny  ci  h>*s  by  keeping  as  many  pilots  as 

..  .  aft  system  and  benefit  from  the  i  rn_i  cased 

■  ....  _.i  t  *  i  in  wnsl  . i  pr  ounce .  In  order  to 

A;  •  t  .  ce  divided  all  aircraft  into  major  weapon 
•  ;  '  r  member  s  ..if  uor  dugi  y.  The  major 

i- :  t  ,i.;u  i  i  es  ar»i-:  tactical  fighter,  tactical  recon- 
ir.f  jf  raptor,  trainer,  bomber,  tanker,  strategic 
i  t  i  <  ,, !  a  i  r  !  i  ?  t  ,  hel  i  <  op  t  e-  ,  and  mission  suppor  t  . 

...  -r  j'1  .H  ii  arc-  cm  led  into  one  of  these  groups  and 
eir  utide  regardless  of  where  they'  are  assigned 
change  major  weapon  systems.  There  are  excep- 
■  -»i.>  ,  a  C  t4i  copilot  in  Air  Training  Command 

..  a  i  n  I.  a  i  n  h 1  s/her  C-  14  1  i  dent  i  ty  . 

if  •  d  l  vi>4  the  i  ..•‘-/USA  had  been  coded  into  the 
.■  M-  ;.  ■-»,  e.j  .  I  he  nateo  Management  Conference  of 
c- 1  tr.  r cd  to  code  t  bo  OS  A  into  the  strategic  airlift 
r,,„  Tt-r  f'jiir  mil  i  address  the  USA  entry  into  st.rat- 
t  and  some  or  tie  problems  this  change  will 


■  rit-.fni  only  to.  ii.e  purpone  of  this  guide  to 
ft  a*  ..ii  Air  Fur.--*  pilots  are  coded  to  a  major 
•  --.I:  d  i  '  ii  i  t  h .  is  >  deni  i  ty  rather  than  a 
•  M-f’i  i  dent  it/  tnat  dote,  mines  assignment,  options 

u  F  1 1  ;.  -r 


COMSbUSlON 

t 1  ....  .  ....  .  .ics.  a  t.ne  assignment  strut 

r  <  -  i>,  Ar  Mb','  c  i  gr.ment  off  i  cer  a  are 

.■we.  -i,m  ,.  It  ha*,  .noted  at  the  USA  ossign- 
««’  •*’  'he  i*-  •  -a  *  I  whir  h  he/ she  is  r  e‘  .pon  > ,  i  h  1  €» . 

•  *<■,- .  •  l  m,  i  «-v  1  i-Kr-fi  t  he  r  ci  dt  l  unship  between  HU 

•  b  <■■/.)  i-iAC  /  l,f  Kt  i  A .  It  I  ant.  I  y  di '.cussed  the  Air 

f  '  *id.-  Ill'  ,  •  >'  ■  III  iib  1  dent  1  f  It’S  '  I  ted  111  <  1 

•  pi-.  •  f  ;  i  .ifirr.ii*  ./stem.  With  this  bar  t  ground 
will  addr  ess  c|.ij,  i  f  1  r  ns  si  gnment  ar  eas  f  or  f  :  r  sf 
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CHAPTER  FOUR 


SPECIFIC  OSA  ASSIGNMENT  INFORMATION 
FIRST  A88IGNMENT  PILOTS 

;  iscal  year  198b  represented  the  -first  year  that  large 
numbers  of  first  assignment  OSA  pilots  were  slated  for  reas¬ 
signment.  This  was  due  to  the  high  number  of  UPT  assignees 
placed  in  the  T-39/0SA  in  FY  82.  The  personnel  community 
started  assignment  planning  for  this  group  in  FY  82.  Because 
first  assignment  pilots  in  such  la- ge  numbers  were  a  new  sit¬ 
uation  for  the  T-3V/QSA,  AFflPC  assignment  officers,  along 
with  U  ei  r  ou.ri  e.-  par  t.s  at  HO  MAC  and  t.he  375AAW  staff  form¬ 
al  a ted  man/  pol .lies  relative  to  this  group's  follow-on 
assignments.  Since  this  is  a  new  program  and  precedents  and 
institutionalism  nave  not  yet  run  their  course,  one  can  sur¬ 
mise  tnat  the  OSA  community  will  see  an  evolutionary  process 
take  place  regarding  assignments.  There  are  several  key 
factors,  However ,  that  will  probably  drive  the  assignment 
pro*  con.  .  i  quite  some  time. 

FACTORS  OF  OSA  ASSIGNMENT  CONSIDERATION 

preceding  chapters  of  this  publication  detailed  much 
the  rationale  regarding  OSA  follow-on  assignments.  The 
most,  important  of  the  factors  were: 

1  That  needs  of  the  Air  Force  mission  drive  all 
ac  s  i  grim  ant  considerations. 

2.  "i  oat  expanding  airlift  experienced  pilot  requirements 
especially  in  the  C-5  made  tne  T  39/OSA  an  ideal  system 
'  cost-effectively  experience  first  assignment  pilots 
‘ft  t 1 1  the  intent  of  using  the  experienced  gained  in  OSA 
■  .j  benefit  other  more  expensive  major  weapon  systems. 

a  *  manning  flying  units  dilutes  individual 

t  i  /  lug  i  ours  .if  u  ultimately  slows  down  "time  to 
upgrade"  eh :  t.  h  adversely  impacts  a  unit’s  mission. 

- ■  That  i  j  rst  gate  completion  pr i or  to  assignment  to 
■ ).-  if  i  yj  ng  nut  i  es  is  a  strongly  held  Air  Force  policy. 

h,  t  '  i  i  r.c>e  factors  as  a  starting  point,  Chapter  Four 
r  ?  h  cite  i  ynmer.t  policies  for  the  largest  group  now 
assigned  to  OSA --  trie  first  assignment  pilot  hereafter 
referr.'d  to  as  UP  i  s .  Chapter  Four  generalizes  OSA  UPT 
assignment  ^niicy  so  that  commanders  will  have  an  idea  of  the 
f  (tore  pt  li.s  the  m  ■  f-  orrt;  has  for  OSA  pilots.  As  always, 


specific  individual  cases  are  best  discussed  with  either  the 
OSA  Af  MPi  assignment  officer  or  the  USA  HQ  MAC  resource  man¬ 
ager  . 


COMMANDER'S  ROLE 


While  the  commander  has  certain  assignment  process 
responsibilities  which  are  di rected  by  AFR  36-20  and  listed 
in  Chapter  Two,  his  more  common  function  is  to  serve  as 
career  advisor  to  his  people.  This  publication  in  no  way 
intends  to  advocate  that  commanders  agree  or  disagree  with 
the  policies  outlined.  Rather ,  its  intention  is  to  inform 
the  commander  of  the  rationale  and  regulations  involved  so 
that  he,  in  turn,  may  discuss  realistic  career  avenues.  It 
is  the  commander  to  whom  most  subordinates  turn  in  seeking 
trustworthy  and  credible  career  advice. 

Another  important  commander  role  in  the  assignment  pro¬ 
cess  is  to  track  his  unit's  flying  hour  program  relative  to 
UPT  absorption.  Chapter  One  explained  that  the  OSA  is  absor¬ 
bing  more  UPTs  than  the  1.13  authorized  crew  ratio.  The 
reason  this  could  be  done  was  excess  flying  hours  in  terms  of 
timely  upgrade  to  aircraft  commander.  The  plan  calls  for 
about  one  third  of  the  UPTs  and  93%  of  the  prior  qualified 
pilots  (PDF')  to  be  aircraft  commanders  or  higher  at  any  given 
time.  In  order  to  achieve  this  goal,  each  UPT  must  fly 
approximately  37  to  40  hours  a  month.  If  a  commander  ascer¬ 
tains  that  his  unit's  flying  hour  program  is  insufficient  to 
support  that  rate,  it  is  imperative  that  he  advise  the  OSA 
assignment  officer,  so  that  planned  inbound  UPTs  can  be 
assigned  to  units  that  do  have  sufficient  flying  hours.  The 
Agi  rig  Rates  are: 


Pilot  Aging  Rates 


1 ) 

UPT —  Copilot 

40 

hours 

a 

month 

2) 

PQP 

30 

hours 

a 

month 

3) 

UPT  —  Aircraft  Commander 

30 

hours 

a 

month 

4) 

Commander 

20 

hours 

a 

month 

5) 

Ops  Officer 

20 

hours 

a 

month 

A) 

At t ached 

1  1 

hour  s 

a 

month 

While  the  formulas  from  which  these  figures  were  der  i  ved 
are  inappropriate  for  this  publication,  they  were  validated 
by  both  HQ  AFMPC/ROF  and  HQ  MAC/DOT  in  1981.  Because  they 
are  based  on  a  macro  calculation  of  the  375  AAW ,  there  could 
be  minor  deviations  for  individual  units,  but  as  a  general 
rr.e  of  thumb  they  wi  1  )  ensure  sufficient  copi  1  ot  /am  •  '  t 

commander  assets.  The  personnel  community  needs  each 
commander  ' s  assistance  in  tracking  flying  hours  relative  to 
total  pitots  assigned  to  avoid  any  chance  of  throwing  the 
r op l 1 ot / ai r cr a f t  commander  ratio  out  of  balance. 
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□BA  TOUR  LENGTHS 


V u ! ; ;  lengths  d.'B  planned  for  three  years.  Inis  planning 
i  .  1 1  a  sod  Oil  the  assumption  that  the  flow  into  the  GSA  from 
■  ■<  ■  in  l  l  be  relat  ively  stable  at  a  rate  of  about  75  new 
pilots  annually  and  that  programmed  flying  hours  will  remain 
fairly  constant.  A  change  in  either  of  these  far. tor  could 
cause  a  change  in  the  tour  le'nyth.  FV  85  represented  the 
point  iii  time  in  which  the  OSA  reached  1007.  manning  relative 
to  the  entitled  1.5  crew  ratio.  That  crew  ratio  represents 
the  maximum  absorption  of  pilots  relative  to  programmed 
flying  hours,  and  the  total  number  of  assigned  pilots  cannot 
exceed  it.  This  means  that  for  every  new  pilot  assigned  to 
in  OSA  unit,  someone  in  the  unit  must  depart  or  the  unit  will 
risk  being  overmanned,  diluting  flying  hours,  and  slowing 
down  the  upgrade  process.  Therefore,  the  real  answer  to  OSA 
tour  lengths  is  relative  to  the  number  of  inbound  assignees  a 
unit  must  absorb.  The  rated  management  community  has  planned 
on  a  three  year  tour  for  OSA  pilots. 

other  factor  affecting  the  three  year  tour  is  the 
r im ;nu  of  follow-on  major  weapon  system  training.  Chapter 
On  a  explained  that  one  of  the  primary  functions  of  OSA  UPT 
absorption  was  to  prepare  pilots  for  future  C-141,  C-130,  and 
ospei  tally  C-5  assignments.  The  training  schedules  for  these 
systems  are  planned  and  published  well  in  advance  of  the 
planned  move  uat.es  for  OSA  pilots.  Because  of  this  advanced 
planning,  training  dates  may  not  line  up  exactly  with  an 
individual  s  three  year  tour  completion  date  and  may  even 
devi «  te  by  two  or  three  months.  Since  training  is  planned  to 
exactly  the  number  that  an  assignment  officer  can  justify,  an 
unfilled  training  slot  cannot  be  reclaimed  at  a  later  date. 
:hei'efo:e,  it  is  mandatory  that  follow-on  major  weapon  system 
i. raining  be  filled  regardless  of  deviation  from  planned  tour 
.!  eng  ch . 

Pc '  oral  i  y  ,  LIFT  inputs  to  the  1  -39 /OSA  have  occurred  on  an 
orderly  basis,  evenly  prorated  throughout  each  year.  Because 
■"h  the  manner  in  which  the  input  flow  occurred,  it  is 
r  oasc.n  uLi  o  tc  plan  on  a  three  year  tour. 

TOUR  EXTENSIONS 

often,  commanders  wa.it  to  "hang  on"  to  their  best  people 
i  •  request  tour  extensions.  While  the  personnel  community 
nus  not  planned  on  tour  extensions,  they  are  possible.  Vhe 
greater  need  will  dictate.  Prior  to  requesting  an  extension 
a  commander  must  ensure  that  his  unit  has  sufficient  flying 
hours  to  support  his  share  of  upcoming  UPT  inputs  as  well  as 
the  p>  i  lot  for  whom  he  is  requesting  extension.  AFMF  C  on  its 


part  must  ensure  that 
impact  follow-on  major 
tantly,  the  reason  for 
ride  the  Air  Force  pol 
short,  an  extension  re 
mission  capability  wi 1 
is  not  granted.  For  i 
prefer  to  keep  tour  ex 
limited  weapon  system 
the  need  for  OSA  pilot 


the  extension  would  not  adversely 
weapon  system  training.  Most  impor- 
the  extension  must  outweigh  and  over- 
icy  for  major  weapon  system  input.  In 
quest  must  show  that  the  commander's 
1  be  adversely  impacted  if  the  request 
ts  part,  the  personnel  community  would 
tensions  to  a  minimum  because  of  the 
training  for  OSA  pilots,  as  well  as, 
s  in  the  C-141,  C-130,  and  C-5. 


THE  OVERSEAS  LI8T 

All  officers  in  the  Air  Force  are  vulnerable  for  overseas 
duty  relative  to  their  qual  i  f  i  cat i ons  and  overseas  return 
date.  In  the  case  of  rated  officers,  assignment  officers 
determine  the  vulnerability  by  overseas  return  date  relative 
to  major  weapon  system.  In  other  words,  there  are  actually 
several  different  overseas  lists.  For  example,  all  C-130 
pilots  are  on  one  list,  all  bomber  pilots  on  another,  and  all 
strategic  airlift  pilots  are  on  another.  First  assignment 
OSA  pilots  are  on  the  strategic  airlift  list  which  also 
includes  all  C-141,  C-5,  C-9,  C-140,  and  C-135/137  (MAC) 
pi  1 ots. 

Because  the  vast  majority  of  strategic  airlift  assets  ar 
based  in  the  CONUS,  the  historical  draw  for  strategic  airlif 
pilots  to  overseas  locations  has  been  small.  There  are  some 
requirements  for  strategic  airlift  officers  in  MAC  overseas 
command  posts,  MAC  enroute  overseas  support  locations,  and  a 
few  staff  functions  in  areas  such  as  USAFE,  PACAF ,  Alaskan 
A’  r  Command  and  SOUTHCOM. 


In  the  specific  case  of  first  assignment  OSA  pilots,  the 
chance  of  being  involuntarily  assigned  overseas  are  slight 
given  a  peacetime  environment.  First,  because  there  are 
relatively  few  strategic  airlift  pilot  requirements  the  odds 
for  any  strategic  airlift  pilots  being  sent  overseas  are 
small.  Second ,  because  the  overseas  return  date  is  the 
measure  used  in  selecting  nonvolunteers  for  overseas  duty, 
the  relatively  low  return  date  for  most  first  assignment 
pilots  makes  the  odds  of  being  sent  small.  The  overseas 
return  date  is  the  date  of  service  entry  adjusted  for 
over  seas  TOY  if  an  officer  has  never  been  assigned  to  an 
overseas  location.  Third,  because  first  assignment  OSA 
pilots  were  placed  into  the  OSA  to  build  future  experienced 
pilots  for  the  C-130,  C-141,  and  C-5,  it  would  be  somewhat 
si  .  ;  defeatir  to  send  OSA  pi  1  its  to  an  overseas  location 
rather  than  -  ve  the  follow-on  major  weapon  system  training. 
Four  th,  it  h  been  a  long  standing  personnel  community 
unwi  i  upi,  policy  that  of  f  l  cer  s  will  not  be  assi  gned  to  non  — 
f  1  vi  uri  duties  until  they  have  completed  their  first  gate  (^i  > 


OJ  +J 


,‘Oa.' ■  t.  operational  flying).  Unless  an  overseas  assi  gnmei  it 
i  nvo  t  veu  operat.  i  onal  flying  it  would  violate  e.s  i  sti  nq  gate 
policies.  Unless  tnere  is  a  dramatic  change  in  policy,  f  :• 
assign nent  OSA  pilots  will  not  be  assigned  to  overseas 
locations  following  thei r  OSA  tours  but  will  be  assigned  to 
an  airlift  frontline  major  weapon  system.  The  overseas 
assignment  situation  for  prior  qualified  OSA  pilots  m  ;  1  be 
discussed  in  Chapter  Five. 

MAJOR  WEAPON  SYSTEM  FQLLQW^ON 

fir.n  y  OSA  jiilots  often  ask,  “why  do  I  need  to  go  (  •>  the 
-  b  or  0-141.  Why  can  t  1  remain  in  OSA  for  my  l  areer 
if  '  a  fair  question  and  one  that  deserves  some  exploration, 
-■m.  :  if'  c  .nun',  opinions,  the  answer  expressed  below  is 

the  op  i  1 1  i  on  of  (iie  writer  and  is  by  no  means  the  opinion 

Farce;  Fat  t  erns 

it  s  good  general  rule  of  thumb  for  rated  officers  to 
be  involved  in  the  mainstream  mission  of  whatever  major 
command  the-/  are  assigned.  In  the  case  of  MAC  the  primary 
ad  ".ion  c.r  tnc-  ilAJCOM  focuses  around  the  C-130 ,  L'141  and 
C-b.  u  •  .sequent  1 y ,  the  majority  cf  rated  staff  positions 
cqu.;c  a  background  in  these  aircraft  for  an  officer  to  be 
assignee.  While  there  is  no  rule  that  prohibits  assigning  a 
at  c'l  officer  to  many  of  these  slots,  historically  the  prime 
input  lias  been  from  one  of  these  aircraft.  For  example,  it 
•tc.l  ..  s  good  sense  to  assign  someone  who  has  expertise  in  the 
b  -  ’  4 1  if  the  job  entails  proposing  C-  141  war  plans.  dm  e  a 
Fit  mberec  Air  Force  or  MAJCOM  staft  tour  seems  to  be  one  of 
in;  1 1  ■gr  pc  f  cr.ts  m  a  successful  career  pattern ,  then  it. 
behooves  an  officer  to  be  as  competitive  as  possible  tor  the 
staff  .  Eyeing  involved  in  the  MAJCOM '  s  primary  mission  is  one 
f  .-..I  fi'.'.v:  factors. 


'U  ■  p,  i  ■  goal  of  the  Air  Kcrst;  is  to  prevent  a  war 

■  i  r  Vin.'.  mis  to  win  that  war  .  While  the  competition 

>■  •’  -  '  ■  *r  i  .  lift  Lipaoiiity,  one  do.ibts  that  he  is 

■  :  nl  /  ■  oo  uy  ihe  OSA  por  Lion  ot:  US  air  1  itt  . 

f  •  >■  --.pi  i.all  and  pragmatical  1  y  it  seems  a  good  idea  to 
*  <•*  •••*•'■  v!  i  p :  i  cit.  i  in  a  combat  system.  While  it  is  true ,  OSA 
'  i  .a  wartime  mission,  the  more-  pi  lots  we  can  t  r  ain  j  n 

■  -.O ,  i.  141  ,  i.-  b  adds  f  I  ex  l  b  i  i  it  y  in  car  >  y  i  ng  out  many 

1  i  1  t  rnt  mission  possibil  lties.  rhi  s  is  one  reason  ..1  1  An 
'  -  p)  1 1  it  *;>  t  arr  y  a  major  weapon  system  code  tr.ey  i  .ui  be 

I  '  *  ed  thr  nu.jii  the  personnel  system  s  computers  and  recalled 

to  choir  combat  systems,  if  needed,  regardless  of  where  the/ 

•*,  po.  •  t  •  *  hr  .jai,;  yned.  There  may  not  be  time  to  train  addi  t  - 
ini  ..I  ■  ,•  lot*  during  a  conflict,  arid  therefore  it  is  wise  to 
1  '  wi  a ■■■  i ion/  at  possible  .in  peacetime.  The  fact  that  tnc 


Air  For  ce  can  quickly  complement  its  existing  -force  with 
pilots  -from  some  staff,  supplement,  and  drawdown  cockpit 
positions  may  be  a  deterrent  in  itself. 

E go v  tab  1 1  i  t y 

[f  Form  90  data  truly  reflects  the  real  desires  of  air¬ 
lift  pilots,  then  the  OSA  aircraft  must  be  among  the  most 
requested  assignments.  The  only  way  to  accommodate  other 
an  li'.  pilots  is  to  create  flow  patterns  that  allow  some 
oft  leers  the  opportunity  to  have  OSA  assignments.  It  would 
be  unfair  to  the  whole  airlift  community  to  not  allow  such 
crossflow.  In  order  to  accomplish  this  crossflow,  those 
pilots  already  on  an  OSA  assignment  must  be  reassigned  else¬ 
where.  In  other  words,  we  need  to  share  the  wealth  and  let 
as  many  of  our  pilots  as  possible  have  the  opportunity  to 
experience  a  very  popular  system. 

One  of  the  primary  reasons  OSA  pilots  cannot  expect  an 
entire  career  in  OSA  aircraft  is  the  absorption  of  UPTs.  One 
of  the  main  purposes  of  OSA  is  to  cost-effectively  "age" 
pilots  for  future  assignment  to  more  expensively  operated 
aircraft.  If  the  current  group  in  OSA  were  to  remain,  the 
programmed  UPT  inputs  to  the  C— 12/C-21  would  have  to  be 
diverted  into  either  the  C— 130  or  0-141  both  of  which  are 
currently  having  difficulty  in  timely  upgrades  to  aircraft 
commander.  OSA  does  two  things  to  help  with  the  experience 
problems  in  the  C-130  and  C-141.  First,  it  provides  experi¬ 
enced  pilots  who  will  upgrade  quickly.  But  secondly  and, 
perhaps  more  important,  it  provides  a  place  to  put  first 
assignment  pilots  besides  in  the  0—130  and  C— 141.  Without 
OSA  both  of  these  systems  would  have  to  absorb  an  additional 
75  to  SO  UPTs  a  year  which  would  compound  their  experience 
problems.  Further,  the  C -5  must  have  a  source  of  1300  hour 
pilots  from  which  to  draw.  This  need  stems  from  the  expan¬ 
sion  of  file  C-5  fleet  and  -from  the  fact  that  many  0—5  pilots 
arc-  -lop-oar.  hi  ng  retirement. 

r:...v-r>.'-r  patterns,  deterrence,  equi  tab i  1  i  ty ,  and  absorption 
er-e  some  of  the  factors  that  make  major  weapon  system 
training  imperative  for  OSA  pilots.  To  be  sure,  the  person¬ 
nel  community  expects  some  exceptions,  and  can  accommodate 
these  exceptions  if  the  total  number  is  relatively  small  and 
the  need  is  justified.  For  example,  it  is  not  unreasonable 
in  assume  that  some  OSA  pilots  will  require  a  second  tour  iri 
UFA  tn  fill  positions  in  the  OSA  training  squadron  at  Scott 
■'if  x  possibly  a  few  will  be  needed  in  some  of  the  OSA  over  - 
s- locations.  Put  generally,  it  is  important  for  the  Air 
F  i  md  *  be  officer  that  he/she  receive  major  weapon  system 

t  i  •  •  n  i  iiti  . 
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•  AiwCKrtrT  DlSTRibUTION 
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with  HO  HAC/DPHOA  to  determine  who  goes  to  which  major  weapon 
system. 

The  problem  that  arises  at  this  point  is  that  the  planned 
HO  MAC/DOT  distribution  may  not  match  individual  desires.  In 
a  June,  1984  computer  survey  of  OSA  Form  90s,  AFfiF'C 
discovered  the  extent  o-f  the  mismatch  of  planned  inputs 
verses  desires.  Of  the  67  pilots  anticipated  for  major 
weapon  system  input  for  FY  85  AFMPC  noted  that  27  wanted  the 
C  5,  35  wanted  the  C— 141,  3  wanted  the  C-130,  and  2  wanted 
other  aircraft  systems.  Th«  point  i«,  not  ■varyonv'a 
personal  d«t«ir»»  can  ba  accommodatad  in  avary  assignment. 
Further  ,  it  is  going  to  be  difficult  for  the  personnel 
community  to  subjectively  select  which  individuals  go  to 
which  aircraft  in  a  manner  that  will  be  perceived  as  fair. 

At  this  writing  the  selection  process  is  still  evolving. 
One  thing  can  be  said  —  the  Form  90  will  be  the  primary 
input  in  any  decision.  An  accurate  and  logically  developed 
Form  90  will  be  instrumental  in  the  final  determination. 

OSA  pilots  must  understand  this  imbalance  between 
personal,  desires  and  available  aircraft  and  be  prepared  to 
accept  their  second  or  even  third  choice.  One  must  realize 
though,  that  all  three  weapon  systems  are  great  assignments 
that  offer  lots  of  choice  in  location  and  mission.  There  are 
many  pi  lots  throughout  the  Air  Force  that  wish  they  faced 
s u c. h  a  s i  t: u at  i  on  . 


CONCLUSION 

’I  h?  s  chapter  has  discussed  f  irst  assignment  OSA  pilots,  in 
detail  and  lias  attempted  to  tie  Chapters  One  and  Two  into  the 
process-  It  has  looked  at  such  things  as  the  commander's 
role  af-  ■  ‘.re or  advisor,  OSA  tour  lengths,  the  overseas  list, 
and  ma.j-.-r  weapon  system  training  for  OSA  first  assignment 
pilots.  Since  first  assignment  pilots  constitute  the 
major  i  ?.  v  of  USA  operators,  this  chapter  represents  the  must 
important  area  of  this  book.  However,  one  must  also  remember 
the  !  enur-H  pilots  who  are  also  assigned  to  OSA.  Chapter 

•  '■  r  ‘r  1  •  ’  i  rues  the  aspects  o-f  their  assignments. 
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CHAPTER  FIVE 


SPECIFIC  Daft  ASSIGNMENT  INFORMATION 
PRIOR  QUALIFIED  PILOTS  <PQP> 


■  rr>  s  rhupi.er  addresses  the  assignment  policies  for  pilots 
u.vi  .fi  sto-ims  who  are  u.i  loan  to  OS  A.  Tire 

.-iooi  ..oni.iiui  i  i  y  t  -v-iers  i.o  this  group  as  prior  qualified 
Li  v.  0P>  ..  Win  it-  the  assignment  policies  for  this  group 

'  it  i  /  L.e  same  as  those  discussed  for  first 

assignment  OSA  pilots,  there  are  some  differences  addressed 
in  this  chapter.  This  Chapter  investigates  POP  aircraft 
system  coding,  lour  lengths,  standings  on  the  overseas  list, 
ana  opportunities  for  follow-on  assignments. 

'  Lpi.;  ;-»pr  Hscn  t  25 1C  of  the  OS  A  assigned  force  at  the 
cur  '  r  . ,  l  1.5  entitled  crew  ratio.  While  the  AQP  population  is 
. c  L  r  than  the  first  assignment  OSA  pi  lots,  its  assignment 
;  icicii  are  no  less  important.  It  is  the  PQPs  that  form  the 
experience  foundation  for  the  OSA  and  serve  as  the  "role 
.noosi  s‘  f  Of  tiie  younger  first  assignment  group. 

AIRCRAFT  &Y8TEH  CODIWJ 

;  ..  i  ■.  it.!.,  o  ■  fia/'i  i.Cii'C  t  r  ofit  some  other  aif  craft 

j'.ciKii.  One  mi  ym.  t h i  n k  of  PQPs  as  being  on  loan  to  OSA  for 
if.  >  :•  t  m  :•  i  hr so  |  -i  loi-j  retain  their  previous  weapon 
r.  .  c  i  ,.-  ••  mi  to  retur  n  to  that  weapon  system 

L-. .  L  upon  t  or;  r-l  et  i  on  of  their  OSA  tour.  For  example,  a 

1  L1  pi  ioi  who  -  v  i  nr  r  entl  y  assigned  to  OSA  will  return  to 
i  iic  ;ui  ic.tJii  tiro  at  the  f  ijuie  assignment  officers  on 
omp  i  et.  i :  >.-•  o:  iu  s/her  OsA  t.our  This  is  not  to  say  that  the 
I  '0 -  1  55  pi  i  st  „•  f  1  1  nc'cccsar  l  )  y  return  to  tanker  duties  (he/she 
■"oni  ..i  li*.  :.,i  a  st-af  (•  ps.tii'i  in  SAC)  but  the 

jut  i  suit-,  t.  •  on  returns  u  the  LC-135  assignment  officers, 

i  i  it-  tcuui.ile  f.x  tius  i.udii'it,  system  is  to  maintain  the 
c.i'i!  y  to  Lr  .-.lic-ii  ;  i  iiits  of  ocher  systems  without  losing 
the-  ex  per.  si  v«  investment  the  Air  Force  has  made  in  their 
xf.ipni  system  t  rai  m  t  •..) .  Mosi  weapon  system  training  is 
vast!-  ir.t c-  t-.-oenvi  w  th«»r.  OSA  training,  and  the  intent  is  to 
vf  r'/e,  pilots  who  nave  l  ari  the  training  and  experience  in  a 
i  'ju  weapon  system  to  r  ei  oup  the  investment.  It  is  also 
,v  -ij j  v  :  .1  \  he  ft  it  er  * «.  nest  interest  to  maintain  his/her 
wenpuu  •  L'  .  m  i  dent  1  y  <  or  <  areer  purposes,  (set*  Chapter  Four 
u '  •  •  in.  "  ■  .i  ,r  ,  -  ;:,.f  system  ccd»  ng)  Further  ,  it  is  in 


the  best  interest  of  the  OSA  to  continue  this  system,  because 
other  weapon  systems  are  more  willing  to  loan  their  good 
pilots  knowing  they  will  return  to  the  weapon  system  at  the 
end  of  their  OSA  tours.  The  coding  system  makes  sense  to  the 
Air  Force  and  the  officer,  but  sometimes  individuals  have 
trouble  accepting  the  rationale  and  attempt  to  stay  in  the 
OSA  for  the  remainder  of  their  careers. 

There  are  exceptions  to  the  weapon  system  coding  system. 
Occasionally  one  will  find  an  OSA  pilot  who  has  never  had  any 
major  weapon  system  training  and  is  deemed  too  senior  to 
invest  the  funds  for  that  training.  In  this  case  he/she  will 
remain  coded  to  OSA.  There  are  also  pilots  who  have  been  out 
of  their  major  weapon  system  for  such  a  long  time  that  it 
would  not  be  in  their 's  or  the  Air  Force's  best  interest  to 
return  to  the  weapon  system.  HO  AFMPC  in  conjunction  with 
the  MAJCOM  can  decide  to  recode  such  a  pilot  into  OSA  and 
forego  that  pilot's  weapon  system  identity.  A  third  case  can 
arise  when  a  pilot's  talents  are  better  utilized  somewhere 
else  in  the  Air  Force  besides  primary  cockpit  duties.  For 
example,  a  KC-135  pilot  who  has  been  working  on  lasers  with 
Air  Force  Systems  Command  needs  to  return  to  flying  for 
his/her  next  gate.  AFMPC  can  decide  that  it  is  more  cost- 
effective  and  in  the  best  interest  of  the  Air  Force  and  the 
individual  to  train  him/her  in  OSA  and  return  this  pilot  to 
engineering  duties  as  soon  as  his/her  next  gate  has  been 
completed.  Recoding  a  pilot  in  this  case  could  make  a  lot  of 
sense.  Overal 1  exceptions  to  the  coding  system  are 
subjective,  must  be  decided  relative  to  need,  and  clearly  be 
in  the  best  interest  of  the  Air  Force. 

POPs  will  usually  maintain  their  previous  aircraft  system 
coding  and  revert  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  respective 
system's  assignment  officer  at  the  end  of  the  OSA  tour. 


PQP  TOUR  LENGTH 

The  OSA  assignment  officer  plans  for  three  year  PQP 
tours.  When  a  PQP  initially  volunteers  for  OSA  duty,  the  OSA 
assignment  officer  must  decide  whether  the  PQP  meets  certain 
flying  hour  and  quality  standards.  If  he/she  is  acceptable 
then  he/she  must  be  released  by  the  respective  weapon  system 
assignment  officer  and  MAJCOM.  At  the  time  of  release  the 
losing  weapon  system  assignment  officer  agrees  to  the  tour 
length.  Such  factors  as  long  range  forecast  need,  and  the 
respective  weapon  system  requal i f i cat i on  training  are 
determi ners  in  how  long  the  PQP  can  remain  in  OSA.  Normal  1  y 
the  OSA  assignment  officer  will  not  accept  a  tour  less  than 
three  years.  The  intent  of  this  process  is  to  recoup 
investment  of  OSA  training  while  at  the  same  time  try  to 
avoid  expensive  weapon  system  r equal  1 f 1 c at i on  training  for 
the  POP  when  he/she  returns  to  his/her  aircraft  system  upon 
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rr.t-  enci  of  the  OSA  tour  AFrIPC  assignment  ultn  u1. 
op*  ions  for  the  individual  through  the  KliRB  t"  ■ '< 
it  s  on  a  i  .it  i  ,:(!!■  i  Pur  ri  to  hi  «  /her  r  espet  1  \  e  major 

i/vtem.,  oiteii-iiuii  in  USA,  or  perhaps  a  iioi  t  or 
ent  oppor  turn  ty.  the  officer's  Form  9h  preferences 
i  eat  consideration.  In  the  case  of  an  extension,  tte 
s  weapon  system  assignment  officer  must  have 
ent  manning  in  the  respective  aircraft  system  to 
i  1  til  s  ''her  ret.  urn.  and  the  OSA  assignment  officer  mus 


the  FQP  in  OSA, 


This  need 


four  year  tour  lengths  have 
is  the  usual  limit. 


OVERSEAS  LIST 


;  ■  t:  i  y  a 
i  sate 
.  i  i 


-  c-i  seas  list  works  the  same  as  that  for  first 

OSA  pilots  di-ici iised  in  Chapter  Four .  The  great 
is  that  POPs  are  more  senior  than  the  first: 
pilots  and  are  more  vulnerable  for  overseas  duty, 
r  y  lesson  to  remember  with  PQPs  is  that  since  they 
cooled  to  their  primary  weapon  system,  that  system's 
list  will  determine  their  vulnerability  -not  the  OSA 
•  i-.it  For  example,  a  C-14 1  and  C - 1 30  pilot  are  both 
assigned  to  OSA  and  both  have  the  same  overseas 
ie  (the  date  used  to  determine  overseas 
iirvi.  However  ,  each  would  have  co  check'  his/her 
e  weapon  system  overseas  list  to  determine  how 
e  he/she  had  become.. 

wi  se  for  OSA  l-'dP's  to  periodical  J  y  call  their  weapon 
,ji  yn.Tierit.  officer  el  HQ  AFMPC  to  ascertain  where  they 
the  ove.  seas  list.  if  they  feel  as  if  they  are 
e- it  is  far  better  to  volunteer  for  something  in 
•y  mi  grit  be  interested,  rattier  than  being  selected  as 
mfer  to  a  slot  for  whir  ft  no  one  else  would 


PQP  FCL^OW-ON  ASSIGNMENTS 

Lne  end  of  the  OSA  tour  a  F’QF' ' s  respective  weapon 
i.  •.>£'-!  gn  men  t  officer  has  .jurisdiction  over  the  follow-on 
•  ir  i  merit .  That  assignment  officer  sometimes  has  a  problem 

wifi  the  follow-on.  Normally  a  PQF'  is  at  about  that  point  in 
li .*  -•  or  career  to  which  a  staff  or  supplement  assignment 
wen i  J  do  most  tienef  icial  .  However  ,  because  he/she  is  at 
i  e-  •  (  t  hree  year  s  norin.r  rent  in  his/her  weapon  system, 


assignment  to  the  rated  staff  becomes  difficult.  Since  most 
rated  staff  positions  require  currency  in  the  respective 
major  weapon  system,  PQPs  have  difficulty  in  being 
competitive  with  their  contemporaries  who  are  current.  Also, 
one  of  the  responsibilities  of  the  assignment  officer  is  to 
minimize  training  costs.  All  weapon  systems  have  a  time 
limit  in  which  a  pilot  can  go  noncurrent  before  being 
required  to  return  to  formal  requal  training.  While  the  time 
limit  varies  from  weapon  system  to  weapon  system,  an  OSA  PQP 
who  had  completed  an  OSA  tour  and  then  was  assigned  to 
another  three  year  staff  or  supplement  tour  would  in  all 
likelihood  be  required  to  return  to  formal  requal  training. 
Assignment  officers  try  to  avoid  action  that  creates 
unnecessary  r equal i f i ct i on  expenditure  if  at  all  possible. 

Although  weapon  system  currency  can  reduce  the 
flexibility  of  assignment  action  for  a  PQP,  there  are  other 
factors  that  do  not  automatically  require  the  PQP  to  go  back 
to  his/her  major  weapon  system.  First,  the  overall  manning 
(need)  of  the  respective  weapon  system  is  an  important 
variable.  If  the  PQP  is  not  needed  for  the  time  being,  it 
makes  no  sense  to  return  him/her  to  the  cockpit.  Other 
file  tors  include  an  individual's  gate  status  relative  to  other 
pilots  who  might  need  to  fly  if  there  is  a  shortage  of 
cor(  pit  opportunities,  an  opportunity  to  attend  Professional 
Military  Education  (PME)  in  residence,  the  overseas  list,  and 
the  other  possible  options  being  offered  (a  PQP  might  have  an 
Air  Staff  or  AFIT  slot  offered).  These  kinds  of  factors  can 
justify  an  assignment  officer's  decision  to  forego  return  to 
the  weapon  system  thereby  accepting  the  dollar  cost  of 
r  equal  if i cation  training  in  the  future.  The  decision  must 
ultimately  be  in  the  best  interest  of  the  Air  Force  mission. 


£t!§/£5VANCED  DEGREE 

Most  Air  Force  officers  recognize  the  importance  of 
Professional  Military  Education  and  an  advanced  degree  not 
only  in  terms  of  personal  development  and  career  enhancement 
but  also  in  follow-on  assignments.  The  only  point  here  is  to 
st^^ss  the  good  opportunity  PQP's  have  to  complete  either. 

The  relative  stable  scheduling  of  OSA  provides  a  good 
opportunity  to  obtain  off  duty  education  especially  when 
compared  to  many  other  aircraft  systems. 
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FIRS T  ASSIGNMENT 
OO#^  PILOTS 

PR I OR  QUALIFIED 
F=-  I  LOTS 


STAY  2  ixl  CONT  ACT 


SUMMARY 


'•ins  guide  has  attempted  i:o  add  structure  to  a  ,'er  y 
■"ut  ji’c  t  i  ve  area.  the  assignment  business  is  seldomly  blaci. 
and  ohite  and  is  difficult.  to  tangibly  describe  except  in 
generalities.  Perhaps  the  most  distinctive  -feature  o-f  the 
as . . gnment  process  is  that  its  primary  -function  is  to  fill 
tr>e  needs  of  the-  Air  Force  mission.  Because  the  needs 
...  on  t  ant  1  y  change »  the  assignment  process  changes  to  meet 
chose  . needs .  I  is,  therefore ,  impossible  to  establish  rules 

and  policies  Ibat  will  forever  be  applicable  to  all 
i  mil  'ii.ia.jls  Or;.-?  of  the  most  important  aspects  of  the  entire 
process  is  that  it  is  individually  oriented.  The  personnel 
community  bares  any  assignment  decision  on  the  individual 
person  relative  to  his/her  abilities  in  filling  an  Air  Force 
need  . 


ia  the  case  of  OSA  some  factors  are  clear.  The  high 
i  i  uv ion  of  first  assignment  pilots  caused  a  restructuring 
f  the  personnel  process  for  this  group.  The  T-39/DSA  has 
j ! -ed  from  a  system  of  mostly  experienced  attached  pilots 
vo  one  that  consists  of  approximately  757.  first  assignment 
pi  ots  and  25V.  prior  gualified  pilots  (PQPs)  .  by  looking 
at  these  two  groups  separately  one  can  at  least  establish 
so..ie  b«sj  c;  tenants  that  should  be  fairly  accurate  in 
predicting  the  assignment  future  for  OSA  pilots. 


FIRST  ASSIGNMENT  OSA  PILQTS 

i  iz  caved  management  community  decided  in  trie  ear  1  y  1  VBus 
■  >  sign  UP  T  gr  agnates  in  large  numbers  to  the  T-39/0SA. 

'i.e  intent  was  to  cost-effectively  prepare  this  group  for 
•  t  assignment  to  Larger  more  expensive  major  weapon 
->■  terns  after  the?:  r  OSA  tour.  We  plan  on  a  three  year  tour 
tor  tnis  group,  but  -factors  such  as  major  weapon  system 
r  r  a  m  . ;  i  ■  q  .r/ai  luih  )  1 1  y  could  change  the  tour  length  by  a  few 
morPhs.  in  Mart!.,  1984  the  raced  management  community  coded 
the  T  P9/0SA  into  the  strategic  airlift  category.  Because  of 
'hi  .  coding,  cue  could  reasonably  expect  that  most  of  these 
p  l  1  c  t  ?.  would  roo-M  ve  assi  gnmer-i  s  to  the  strategic  airlift 
major  weapon  system  family.  However,  there  is  room  some  time 
;n  the  future  to  assign  these  pilots  to  other  aircraft 
/■Poms  if  the  needs  dictate.  This  group  will  be  an 
important  asset  to  whatever  aircraft  system  they  are 
a. signed,  because  of  the  flying  experience  they  have  gained 
in  me  T  39 / OSA . 


PRIOR  QUALIFIED  PIL0T8  (PQP) 


The  most  important  aspect  to  remember  about  this  group  is 
that  they  have  experience  in  some  other  aircraft  system 
besides  the  T-39/0SA  and  are  in  reality  on  loan  -from  that 
system  to  OSA.  Their  previous  weapon  system  assignment 
officer  will  have  jurisdiction  for  their  follow-on  from  OSA. 
Since  this  is  typically  a  more  senior  group  than  the  first 
assignment  pilots,  it  is  wise  for  them  to  stay  in  contact 
with  their  previous  assignment  officer  concerning  the 
overseas  list.  Depending  on  which  weapon  system  they  came 
from,  overseas  could  be  a  factor  at  the  end  of  their  tour. 
Other  factors  their  assignment  officer  must  consider  are  an 
individual  s  gate  status,  his/her  time  away  from  the 
respective  major  weapon  system,  the  need  for  experienced 
pilots  in  that  weapon  system  at  the  time  of  OSA  tour 
completion,  and  the  individual's  desires.  All  of  these 
things  come  together  at  assignment  time  and  are  the 
dr-i  o'  nor  s  in  the  process. 


STAY  IN  CONTACT 

One  of  the  best  things  an  individual  can  do  is  to  talk  to 
his  assignment  officer  at  HQ  AFMPC  and  at  HQ  MAC.  The  OSA 
assignment  officer  is  always  available  to  discuss  current 
trends  and  assignment  opportunities.  Since  an  officer's 
review  for  reassignment  starts  nine  months  prior  to  the 
actual  reassignment  date,  contact  during  that  phase  is 
especially  important.  An  officer  can  either  call  via  autovon 
or  visit  HO  AFMPC  or  HQ  MAC  in  person.  Commander  inputs  on 
behalf  of  individual  officers  are  also  very  welcomed  and 
appr ec i at ed . 

The  Form  90  is  also  equally  important.  A  realistic 
understanding  of  the  current  trends  coupled  with  a  Form  90 
refl P'Tinq  those  trends  is  the  best  means  to  assignment 
sat  i  s  Fac.  t  i  on.  Because  of  changing  Air  Force  needs,  changing 
assignment  policies  follow.  An  officer  who  is  willing  to 
keep  apprised  of  those  changes  will  be  far  less  likely  to  be 
disappointed  at  assignment  time. 

The  HO  AFMPC  and  HQ  MAC  address  and  phone  numbers  for 
airlift  assignments  are  listed  below: 


HO  AFMPC /R0R4k 
U; MhOLPH  AFB ,  TX 
78148 


AV  4 87  6851/6818 


HQ  MAC/DPROA 
SCOTT  AFB,  IL 
62225 

AV  638  2267/4874 


a  & 
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